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We are told that whatever the facts may be which,
after all, by mere accident, are still within our reach,
as hearing witness to the earliest phases of religious
thought, there must have been a time, whether in
historic or prehistoric periods, whether during the
formation of quaternary or tertiary strata, when man
worshipped stocks and stones, and nothing else.

I am far from saying that under certain circum-
stances mere argumentative reasoning may not be as
powerful as historical evidence; still I thought I had
done enough by showing how the very tribes who
were represented to us as living instances of fetish.-
worship possessed religious ideas of a simplicity and,
sometimes, of a sublimity such as we look for in vain
even in Homer and Hesiod. Facts had been collected
to support a theory, nay had confessedly given the
first impulse to a theory, and that theory is to remain,
although the facts have vanished, or have at all events
assumed a very different aspect. However, as it is
dangerous to leave any fortress in our rear, it may be
expedient to reply to this view of fetishism also,
though in as few words as possible.

It may be taken for granted that those who hold
the theory that religion must everywhere have taken
its origin from fetishism, take fetish in the sense of
casual objects which, for some reason or other, or it
may be for no reason at all, were considered as
endowed with exceptional powers, and gradually
raised to the dignity of spirits or gods. They could
not hold the other view, that a fetish was, from the
beginning, an emblem or symbol only, an outward
sign or token of some power previously known, which
power, originally distinct from the fetish, was after-